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Yenosek, 4ell poCT MpPEBBIIAET HEKYI0 CPEIHIOI0 HOPMY, YacTO HAJENSeTCS BCEBO3MOXKHBIMH KIMUYKaMH (Ka-
Jaanua, ovlnoa, eepzuia, 0s0s Cmena M T.11.), & CPaBHEHHS, OTPaKAIOIINE JaHHOE 3HAUYCHHE, B OCHOBE UMEIOT 00pa-
36l JUIMHHBIX U BBICOKHX NPEIMETOB, YCTPEMIICHHBIX BBEPX: 8bICOKUL KAK (NOMCAPHAS) KANAHYA, BLICOKUL, ONUHHBIIL
Kax (KOJOMeHCKAs) 8epcma, 8blcOKUL, ONUHHbIN (& TaKXKe Xyootl) Kak dcepob. Cpenn TaHHBIX (Ppa3eoOrH3MOB eCTh
HECKOJIBKO, NPEJICTABISIOIINX HHTEPEC B CTPAHOBEAYECKOM IUIAHE: 8bICOKUL, ONUHHbLIL KAK (KOLOMEHCKAs) eepcma
— oOpa3oBaH Ha 0a3ze (pa3eonoru3Ma Ko.I0MeHCKas eepcma, T.€. BBICOKHH cToi0, koTopsiM B X VII B. oTMedanuch
BepcThl Mex 1y MockBoii u ceriom KosomeHckoe; 000poT 6vicokuii Kax (nojcaphas) Kaianya cBI3aH ¢ HaIU4UeM B
LEHTPe KaXKJOr0 PycCKOro ropoja CreluaibHOro BHICOKOTO 3[JaHus — I0KapHOW KajaH4u, Ha KOTOPOH MMOCTOSTHHO
JIeKYPUIT YEIOBEK, 4YTOOBI BOBPEMSI 3aMETUTh HAYMHAIOIIUICS ITOKap.

Takum 00pa3om, KOMIapaTHBHbIE (PPa3eOIOTHUECKHE 000POTHI OTPaXKAIOT HanboJIee 3HAYMMBIE YEPThl BHEIIHO-
CTH YeJIOBEeKa, MPUYEM aHajHu3 00pa3oB, JISKAIIUX B OCHOBE pacCMaTpUBAEMBIX ()pa3eooru3MOB, IIOKa3bIBAET, YTO
OoJIbIIas UX YaCTh COOTHOCHUTCS C PAa3IMYHBIMU OOBEKTAMH KMBOHM M HEKMBOHM Npupojbl. Yaie Bcero B KayecTBe
MCXOJHBIX JICMECHTOB CPABHEHUS BHICTYIIAOT HA3BaHUS KUBOTHBIX, PACTCHHMH, BEILECTB U MATEPUATIOB, IPHPOIHBIX
SBJICHUH, a TAKKe HEKOTOPBIX MU(OJIOTHYECKUX CYLIECTB, YTO MOXKET CIY)KHTh J0Ka3aTEIbLCTBOM JIPEBHETO IIPOHUC-
XOKICHUS TaHHBIX 000pOTOB. Boibmiast 4acTe HaHHBIX (Pa3eoIOrHIeCKHX 000pPOTOB UMEET NPO3PavYHYI0 BHYTPEH-
HIOIO (OpPMY U IOCTPOSHA Ha MEPEOCMBICICHHN 3HAUYCHHMS ITyTeM MeTa(opHYEecKOro mepeHoca Imo LBeTy, Gopme,
MECTY PACIIOJIOKCHHUS, KAYeCTBY U T.II.
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METHODS OF INFORMATION COLLECTION

Konometiyesa E. M., Maxeesa M. H.
Tamboeckutl 20cy0apcmeeHHbvlll MmexHUYecKull yHugepcumem

Second language assessment entails the collection of a great variety of information about instruction (objectives,
plans, and practices), students (e.g., their needs, goals, personal background, language experiences, achievement,
and attitudes and feelings), teachers (e.g., their language experiences, language skills, and attitudes), and about
schools (such as the school's physical and personnel resources). Different techniques are available for gathering
these kinds of information. Tests are useful for collecting information about student achievement but cannot be used
for collecting any of the other types of information, however. Other methods of data collection are appropriate for
these. For example, classroom observation and student conferences can garner information about the strategies stu-
dents might be using to read or write in the second language; dialogue journals can shed light on students' attitudes
toward their learning experiences in class. School records, curriculum documents, or other instructional materials
reveal facts about the physical and personnel resources of the school system as well as about the course of instruc-
tion itself.

Some procedures for collecting information for evaluation purposes are straightforward and require no special
preparation, for example, examining school records or instructional materials. In these cases, one simply locates the
relevant sources of information and becomes familiar with their contents. Other methods, such as portfolios, confer-
ences, or questionnaires, require advanced preparation and somewhat specialized procedures.

One determines which method or combination of methods is most appropriate for making a particular decision at
a given time. Moreover, not all methods are suitable for collecting all types of information that you might need for
evaluation purposes, as we noted earlier. Some of the methods under consideration (for example, conferences and
journals) can be used for instructional as well as evaluation purposes. Teachers will, therefore, want to use a variety
of procedures as part of their total evaluation activities, and the methods they use will vary depending on their as-
sessment purposes.

In making decisions about second language instruction and learners, both qualitative and quantitative infor-
mation are used. Qualitative information— that a student has an accent when she speaks English, for example —
helps in planning special assignments: helping her improve her accent. Quantitative information — for example, that
the average reading speed of first-year 10 students is 63 words per minute — may assist in selecting reading texts of
appropriate average difficulty for second language learners.

There is not always a clear distinction between qualitative and quantitative information, but this is not necessari-
ly a drawback. To say that a student’s vocabulary in his second language is nativelike is unquestionably a qualitative
statement. And it is clearly a quantitative assertion that he scored 604 on the TOEFL. But much evaluation infor-
mation is expressed in terms that include both qualitative and quantitative aspects.
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Second language evaluation involves the collection of both qualitative and quantitative information. In general,
having a variety of types of information about teaching and learning can enhance the reliability of assessments and
the validity of decision making.

All information, whether qualitative or quantitative, refers to characteristics of something: students or teachers,
textbooks or videotapes, texts or realm, blackboards or ministries of education. For example, we can have infor-
mation about a student's reading ability or a teacher's enthusiasm, about the instructional approach of a textbook or
the topic of a videotape, about the complexity of a text or the familiarity of an object brought in-to the classroom,
about the size of a blackboard or the political makeup of a department of education. It is necessary to be very clear
about our information in order to avoid misunderstandings. Information about a student's knowledge of grammar is
not the same thing as information about that student's ability to use the new language, even though teachers, stu-
dents, and parents often interpret information about the first as if it were about the second.

Qualities of information

Regardless of what methods are used to collect information, one must always be concerned with the quality of
the data used for evaluation. Two technical aspects of quality, i.e. reliability and validity, are to be discussed here. In
the most general terms, reliability refers to consistency and stability, to freedom from nonsystematic fluctuation.
Validity is the extent to which the information is relevant. Reliability and validity are both critical for judging the
quality of qualitative information (for example, when observing student behavior in class or assessing their conver-
sational skills) and quantitative information (for example, from tests or rating scales).

At the same time, there are additional matters to be considered when collecting information for evaluation. There
is the practical side of gathering data.

Practicality

An obvious practical consideration when planning evaluation is cost. Some procedures, such as standardized
tests, can be very expensive, and therefore their use is limited. Closely allied to financial cost is the administrative
time required to collect information using certain procedures. Procedures that can be administered to large groups
are obviously less time consuming than those that can be used only with individuals. Administration time can be
especially important in schools with fixed class periods. Trying to schedule tests, questionnaires, rating scales, and
so on, that require more time than a single class period can create major problems. Similar to administrative time is
compilation time. All procedures for collecting information require time to transform results into a usable form.

Some procedures have demanding administrator qualifications, whereas others require no special talents or train-
ing. For most multiple-choice language tests, examiner qualifications pose no problems: Language teachers general-
ly possess the qualities needed to administer such tests. A final practical attribute is acceptability. It can be extreme-
ly difficult to implement decisions based on information collected using procedures that students, their parents, or
the community at large lack confidence in. Before using a particular procedure for making vital decisions, it is wise
to determine whether it has community approval. If not, informing the community about the reasons for your choice
may produce the desired approval. If it does not, you may wish to use a more acceptable procedure even though it
may not be as desirable otherwise. Acceptability is sometimes called face validity. It is preferable to use the term
acceptability, however, because this practical attribute does not share the technical characteristics associated with
other types of validity. These practical aspects of information collection may be summarized as follows:

1. affordable cost of the method of information collection;

2. sufficient time in class to collect information using this method;

3. compilation time, i.e. enough time to score and interpret the information;

4. acceptability of the method to students.

A particular information-gathering procedure may be employed because of its practical attributes, but a proce-
dure or an instrument shouldn’t be selected on the basis of practical qualities alone. The technical attributes of relia-
bility and validity outweigh practicalities, and validity is the most crucial quality of all. Without validity, gathering
information is, at best, a waste of time.

Reliability

Reliability is concerned with freedom from nonsystematic fluctuation. Information is subject to fluctuation, de-
pending on who is observing. There are three general sources of unreliability: the first has to do with instability or
nonsystematic fluctuation in the person or among the people collecting the information.

The second source of unreliability concerns the person about whom information is being collected. This was
probably the source of unreliability with respect to a student’s writing problems. Depending upon when and what
she is writing, different problems show up in quite unpredictable ways. This is called object-related or person-
related reliability.

The third source of unreliability resides in the procedures used for collecting information. This is called instru-
ment-related reliability.

None of the three sources of unreliability is intrinsically better or worse than the others. One always wants to get
information that is as reliable as possible; fortunately, there are some very practical ways of doing so. Reliability
related to the persons collecting information can be enhanced if they know exactly how to get the desired infor-
mation and if they are well trained and experienced in the information collection procedures. Whenever possible, it
is advisable to use more than a single observer, interviewer, or composition reader. Moreover, they should make
their observations or do their interviewing or reading independently. If a number of independent people agree on
their assessments, one can have much greater confidence in the reliability of that information.
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Person- or object-related reliability can be enhanced by assessing on several occasions. This is especially advisa-
ble when human abilities or dualities are the object of assessment.. Using information about a student's performance
or achievement collected on different occasions and using different procedures is highly recommended when mak-
ing decisions about second language learners. It is best to avoid using students' performance on a single occasion
(e.g., on a classroom test) as the sole basis for making decisions about them.

Instrument-related reliability can be improved by using a variety of methods of information collection. In this
way, the bias or inaccuracy resulting from the use of one method will be offset by other methods; for example, se-
cond language learners with particular cultural backgrounds may find it difficult to demonstrate what they have
learned if asked to do so in front of other students; they might be more comfortable doing so when alone with their
teacher. Using only a method of evaluation that calls for performance in front of the entire class could lead to an
unreliable estimate of their achievement. A more reliable procedure could be to ask students to keep a log of how
much they study at home during one week.

A general strategy for thinking about how to enhance reliability is to begin by considering possible sources of
unreliability. In other words, identify factors that, if not controlled for, are likely to result in inconsistent or variable
estimates of performance. For example, unreliable estimates of performance may result from assessing student per-
formance at times during the day or week when they are not at their best or are ill-prepared or when you are not at
your best and cannot give your full and careful attention to assessing their performance. Unreliability can result from
poor or inconsistent record keeping so that your assessment of a student's progress and your instructional planning
for that student are based on inaccurately recalled information. Improving reliability of information for evaluation
often involves reducing or averaging out nonsystematic fluctuations in assessors, objects, and instruments. In any
given situation, not all sources of unreliability are equally threatening. One does the logical and prudent thing and
puts major effort into reducing the greatest source of unreliability. For example, we need not be greatly concerned
with rater-reliability when using multiple-choice tests, but we should be very concerned about this kind of reliability
when assessing students' oral performance in an interview-type test. We must be concerned about person- and ob-
ject-related reliability if we want to assess the communicative effectiveness of second language learners because
their performance might fluctuate according to the time of day or their state of mind. In contrast, if we are assessing
the linguistic complexity of a written text, object-related reliability is of little concern; that is, we need not be con-
cerned that the text will change from moment to moment or from day to day.

Types of reliability and ways of enhancing reliability

Type of reliability Ways of enhancing reliability
Rater reliability Use experienced, trained raters
Use more than one rater
Raters should carry out their assessments independently

Assess on several occasions

Person-related reliability Assess when person is prepared and best able to perform well

Ensure that person understands what is expected (that is, that instruc-
tions are clear)

Use different methods of assessment
Use optimal assessment conditions, free from extraneous distractions
Instrument-related reliability Keep assessment conditions constant

In summary, the effects of unreliability on the quality of information you collect and the decisions you make can
be serious, and, therefore, the reliability of your information should always be given careful attention.

Unfortunately, it is not actually possible to compute the true reliability of information or of the procedures used
to collect data because we do not know the true state of affairs about the people or objects we are assessing, In prac-
tice, we can only estimate the reliability of our information or procedures. There are a number of different ways of
doing this. Most of them yield indices that range from .00 for no reliability at all to 1.00 for perfect reliability. This
is called a coefficient of reliability. For the moment, it is enough to know that:

- Reliability is a matter of degree and is usually expressed by indices ranging from .00 to 1.00

- Reliability can only be estimated and not truly calculated

- High reliability is desirable for any information used for evaluation purposes

- There are practical ways of enhancing reliability in classroom evaluation

Validity

Validity is the extent to which the information collected actually reflects the characteristic or attribute you want
to know about.

There is an important relation between reliability and validity that you should be aware of— an assessment in-
strument or procedure (such as a test) can be only as valid as it is reliable. Worded differently, inconsistency in a
measurement procedure reduces validity. An unreliable procedure or test is one that contains a lot of nonsystematic
variation. In other words, the results of the procedure are influenced by sources of influence that are not those that
the procedure or test is trying to assess. As a result, it produces inconsistent, erroneous, or unreliable results. Such
non-systematic variation is like noise: it masks what you are really trying to measure. Since validity is the extent to
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which the information you get is the information you want, validity can be no greater than reliability. In fact, it will
always be less. In short, a "noisy" instrument reduces validity.

Validity, like reliability, cannot be assessed directly. The reason why it cannot is the same. To assess the validity
of information directly, you would have to be certain of the true state of affairs in order to compare it with the in-
formation you have collected. In the realm of human assessment, most of the qualities and attributes evaluators are
interested in are not themselves subject to direct assessment. Thus, there is no direct way to know the true level of
most human qualities or abilities that we are interested in. We have only indicators that allow us to make inferences
about attributes of interest.

Since we cannot assess the validity of information about most human characteristics directly, we are forced to
use indirect approaches to estimate the validity of our data and collection procedures. In the context of evaluation, in
general assessment information is collected so that we can make sound educational decisions about students and
instruction. If the information we have collected helps us to do so, we conclude that the information and the proce-
dure for obtaining it have validity. Depending upon the kind of decisions we want to make, we employ different
procedures to determine the validity of our assessment information and our methods of collecting it. There are three
main procedures for doing this now.

Content Relevance

Content relevance is assessed logically by carefully and systematically examining whether the method and con-
tent of the assessment procedure are representative of the kinds of language skills you want to assess. Content rele-
vance is important for classroom-based assessment because second language teachers often want to judge how stu-
dents can perform in a range of situations or in certain types of situations when, in fact, it is not possible to assess
student performance directly in the situations in question. Therefore, it is necessary to assess student performance in
a restricted range of situations or in situations that are not exactly the ones we are interested in and then to general-
ize the results of this assessment to those situations we are most interested in. For example, an objective may be that
students are able to converse with native speakers of the target language in situations outside of class that are typical
of the age level of the students. Because the teacher cannot observe students conversing with native speakers of the
same age in nonclass situations of the sort she is interested in, she might set up simulated conversations between her
students and a native speaker that consist of prerecorded messages from a native speaker. The second language stu-
dents' responses to these messages are tape-recorded and later assessed by the teacher. In effect, the teacher uses the
information from these student conversations to infer how well they could actually converse with native speakers in
authentic situations.

The teacher in this example could argue for the content relevance of her assessment procedure if she could
demonstrate that the kinds of language skills called for in the simulated conversation are the same as those called for
in authentic conversations involving native speakers. In other words, she should be able to show that the situations
she observed her students in are representative of situations in which conversations could take place with native
speakers.

Content relevance is important when devising classroom tests. It is also important when using standardized tests.
In these cases, it is a question of whether the content of the test is representative of the kinds of language skills the
teacher has taught and is interested in assessing. Let us take a placement example: students may be misplaced in
specific classes because of a lack of content relevance in the placement test. If the content of the placement test does
not accurately reflect the content of the classes that are offered, student performance on the test will not accurately
predict their performance in those classes. Another way of saying this is that if there is little or no correspondence
between the language skills required on the placement test and those needed to succeed in the available classes, we
cannot accurately judge students' readiness for those classes.

The procedure for determining content relevance is not mathematical. Rather, it is logical and calls for good
judgment. Content relevance can be characterized as high, moderate, or low, but it cannot be quantified.

Criterion-Relatedness

Criterion-relatedness is the extent to which information about some attribute or quality assessed by one method
correlates with or is related to information about the same or a related quality assessed by a different method. For
example, a teacher may want to use interesting texts in class because he is convinced that students learn more when
the texts are intrinsically interesting. He collects information about students' preferences by showing them titles of
texts and asking them to judge whether the passages that go with those titles are "very interesting," "somewhat inter-
esting," "a bit dull," or "tedious." He records the interest categories selected by the students. Later he makes a record
of the time that students spend, on average, working with each of the texts. Then he compares interest ratings with
work times. If high interest ratings are associated with longer study times, the teacher may accept this as evidence
for the validity of his procedure for assessing the interest value of texts for his students.

Another example of criterion-relatedness concerns testing. On the basis of their performance on a placement test,
students are placed in beginning, intermediate, or advanced second language classes. Often, however, despite this
procedure, it turns out that the students do not fit into the assigned class very well. Teachers find that they have a
group of students with widely varying kinds and levels of second language ability and they do not do as well as ex-
pected. In these cases, the placement test clearly lacks criterion-relatedness: the ability to identify students with se-
cond language skills suitable for different levels of classroom instruction. The test was unable to predict the stu-
dents' ability to handle instruction in specific classes.
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Construct Validity

Construct validity is probably the most difficult to understand and the least useful for classroom-based evalua-
tion although it can play an important role in judging the quality of standardized tests. A relatively uncomplicated
example may help to explain what it is. Suppose a teacher of English wants to know how important each of her stu-
dents considers the learning of English. She has them rate the importance to themselves on a scale ranging from
"very important” to "no importance at all." Later, she compares the students' self-ratings with their achievement in
the course. She finds, not surprisingly, that most of the students who indicated that knowing the language was im-
portant to them were among the best learners in the class. She concluded that the ratings were valid because students
who are more motivated should in general be better learners. This illustrates the elements of construct validation:

1. You have information you want to validate.

2. You have a theory about how that information should relate to other

3. You can verify the predictions of your theory.

Let us now consider a more complex example. Suppose you want to assess the validity of a computer program
that estimates the readability of written texts. You do not know how the program works, but you can get readability
scores for a number of texts. You also have a theory about readability that states that readability is enhanced by ex-
plicit cohesion markers, lexical diversity, familiarity with the lexical items in the text, and familiarity with the con-
tent schemata. The theory also states that readability is unrelated to the number of clauses per sentence or the com-
plexity of verb phrases in the text.

It would be relatively easy, although time consuming, to calculate indices of these linguistic variables for each of
the texts. For example, you might construct an index of familiarity with schemata by letting students read the first
half of the texts and then try to complete them. The amount of second-half content the students could guess would
be an indication of familiarity with schemata. The last step would be to compare your information about the varia-
bles in the theory with the readability scores generated by the computer. The strongest evidence of construct validity
would be afforded if the readability scores were positively related to indices of all the variables except density of
clauses and complexity of verb phrases.

Construct validation is most useful when you do not know the exact content of the quality or attribute you want
to assess, thereby ruling out the use of content validity. It is also useful when you have no well-defined or generally
accepted criterion that could establish the criterion-relatedness of the assessment procedure.

Like reliability, the validity of assessment procedures can often be judged by identifying the possible factors that
can invalidate them; in the case of test scores, for example, other factors besides second language ability might ex-
plain student performance, if there are a lot of other factors that could explain performance, especially pool perfor-
mance, then the evaluation procedure probably has low validity as an indicator of second language proficiency. Im-
proving validity is often a matter of eliminating, reducing, or otherwise taking into account these other factors. For
example, poor performance may be due to a lack of understanding of what is expected, insufficient time to carry out
the task, lack of interest in the activity or the possibility of performing the task in different ways that are equally
valid but unforeseen by the evaluator. These possibilities can be reduced substantially if they are first seen as possi-
ble sources of contamination.

Thus three characteristics of information: practicality, reliability, and validity have been discussed. We pointed
out that:

- These characteristics of information are vital for judging the quality of both quantitative and qualitative infor-
mation.

- Reliable and valid procedures for collecting information are essential for sound educational decision making.

- Validity is the most important quality of information; furthermore, in classroom-based evaluation, content and
criterion validity are desirable.

- Validity is related to (in fact, limited by) reliability.

- Validity and reliability are relative qualities, not absolute.

- Reliability and certain types of validity can be estimated statistically by an index that ranges from .00 to 1.0.

- Classroom teachers need to consider factors that can reduce the re-liability or validity of an evaluation proce-
dure.

- There are practical ways of enhancing the reliability and validity of evaluation procedures that involve mini-
mizing sources of unreliability or invalidity.

I'PAMMATUYECKAS CEMAHTUKA S13bIKOBOM EJIMHULIBI: OP®OI'PAOGUYECKUI ACIIEKT
(HA TTPUMEPE CTPAAATEJIBHOI'O ITPUYACTHMA U UMEHU [TPUJTAT ATEJIBHOI'O)

Konouxosa O. B.
Kasanckuii 2ocyoapcmeennviii ynusepcumem

... 2PAMMAMUKY MOAbKO MOM 3HAEMm, KMo 3HAem, KaK c1ed08an0 No NPasuly cKazame Uil HANUCamy mo uiu
opyeoe oo, my uau opyayio ¢pasy, KOmopwim Hcusas 0o1acms ynompedienus (usus tyrannus) oana Henpasuib-
HY10 (hopmy.
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